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DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STaTES of AMERICA 


[No. 60] 


HEARINGS BEFORE SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON UTILIZATION OF 
MILITARY MANPOWER ON AIR FORCE TRAINING MANUALS 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON UTILIZATION 
or Miuirary MANnpoweEr, 
Washington, D.C., Th ursday, March 10, 1960. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., Hon. Melvin Price, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Pricr. The committee will come to order. 

Before receiving testimony from our witnesses this afternoon, I feel 
it is important that we should review the circumstances which resulted 
in today’s hearing and point out the purpose for which this hearing is 
being held. 

As the members of the subcommittee will recall, the Department of 
the Air Force recently was criticized very severely concerning the 
contents of a training manual designed for the use of enlisted aids to 
senior officers. 

Shortly thereafter, another Air Force manual became the subject of 
public attention when it was disclosed that this latter manual, which 
was designed for use in connection with the training of Air Force re- 
servists, contained numerous controversial statements concerning the 
patriotism of certain segments of the clergy and the “right of the 
American people to know what is going on.” 

As a consequence of this latter disclosure, it became evident that, 
at the very best, poor judgment had been exercised in the develop- 
ment of these manuals. Consequently, our chairman, the Honorable 
Carl Vinson, directed that our subcommittee expand its jurisdiction 
and make inquiry into the content of service manuals and the manner 
in which they are developed by the military services. 

In his official letter of the 17th of February, Chairman Vinson di- 
rected our subcommittee to review this general problem, pointing out 
that the Armed Services Committee has a ‘‘continuing interest and 
obligation in the type and content of publications issued by our mili- 
tary services.”” Hence this responsibility has, in this instance, been 
delegated to our subcommittee. 

Since assuming this additional responsibility our subcommittee has 
been busily engaged in its preliminary efforts to review all service 
manuals. 

However, because of the public controversy, and I might add, con- 
fusion, which has centered on the subject matter of the Air Reserve 
training manual, our subcommittee has deemed it necessary to call 
these hearings today. 

We hope, therefore, in the case of this particular Air Force manual, 
to not only identify the issues in which this committee and the Air 
Force are mutually concerned, but also to conclusively resolve them. 
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On January 4, 1960, a manual was issued by the Air Force to train 
Air Force reservists in military security. 

A portion of this manual was concerned with the problem of at- 
tempting to impress the reader with an awareness and understanding 
that the agents of the godless philosophy of communism might con- 
ceivably attempt to infiltrate any organization or profession for the 
purpose of advancing their cause, not excepting the clergy itself. 

The manual then proceeded to illustrate its point by utilizing con- 
troversial material and statements which questioned the patriotism of 
substantial portions of our Protestant clergy. 

This regrettable circumstance has caused a storm of controversy 
which I hope we can abate. 

Our primary objective, therefore, is to ascertain whether or not it is 
Department of Air Force policy to include in a training manual subject 
matter which is, by its very nature, controversial and which does not 
contribute to the military purposes for which the manual is designed. 

Stated another way, we are not passing judgment on the motives, 
lofty or otherwise, which might impel the Department, or individuais 
in the Department, to philosophize or editorialize on a contoversial 
subject not properly within their scope of responsibility. We are, 
however, vitally and directly concerned with the propriety of such 
statements appearing in any form whatsoever in an official publica- 
tion of the Department of the Air Force. 

Thus, for example, when a statement such as ‘Another rather 
foolish remark often heard is that Americans have a right to know what 
is going on”’ appears in an official publication of the executive branch of 
Government, it would appear to represent an official statement of 
national policy—yet all of us know, in this instance, that this is not the 
case. 

Yet, this statement did appear in an official publication of the 
Department of the Air Force, and therefore it is our responsibility to 
determine why and how such statements find their way into official 
publications of our armed services. ' 

Obviously, something is wrong either with departmental policy or 
its administration when a military service strays from the path of its 
assigned military mission to permit itself to become involved in a con- 
troversial subject which is not, by any stretch of the imagination, its 
responsibility. ' 

Now—lI have, I trust, clearly indicated our subcommittee’s con- 
cern in this matter. The inquiry we make must necessarily remain 
within the general area of jurisdiction which has been authorized us by 
the Congress and which I have delineated. To the extent that we go 
beyond this area of inquiry we necessarily will impinge on the jurisdic- 
tional authority of other congressional committees, and in addition, 
will raise corollary issues and problems which we cannot hope to 
resolve within this committee. 

I also wish to state that I have discussed this statement with our 
chairman, the Honorable Carl Vinson, who has instructed me to make 
the following statement on his behalf: 

On March 5, 1960, I read the above statement and I find myself in complete 


accord. , ~~ 
Cart Vinson, Chairman. 
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(The chronology of pertinent facts is as follows:) 


May 19455,.—Air Force issued AF Manual 205-5, a manual which established 
the procedures and administrative practices for implementing the Air Force secu- 
rity indoctrination program. This manual is entitled ‘Guide for Security Indoc- 
trination.’’ This manual has remained in continual use by the Department of 
the Air Force from that time to the present date for indoctrination of active duty 
personnel, 

1956.—The Continental Air Command of the Department of the Air Force 
determined there existed a requirement for a training manual on security matters 
for Air Force Reserve noncommissioned officers. This recommendation was con- 
curred in by headquarters which ultimately approved in 1956 a general outline 
for the proposed manual and directed that the manual be prepared by the Air 
Training Command at Lackland Air Force Base. However, since the project was 
given a low priority the text was not completed until late 1959. 

January 4, 1960.—Headquarters, Continental Air Command, USAF, issued 
“Air Reserve Center Training Manual 45-0050, Increment V, Volume 7.’ The 
manual was issued as part of Reserve Noncommissioned Officer Course 45-0050 
and represented part of the student text for the course. 

This particular text was entitled ‘‘Individual and Group Defense” and was 
lesigned to provide the student with ‘basic knowledge and understanding of the 
principles of individual and group defense in three broad areas: (including) Defense 
against chemical, biological, and radiological warfare; defense of an Air Force 
base against espionage, sabotage, subversion, or attack by small hostile groups; 
and civil defense.” 

The preface of the manual then goes on to say: ‘‘The civil and military defense 
policies, principles or operational techniques presented in this increment are sub- 
ject to change as perhaps no others are in the light of later research and develop- 


ment. Then, too, you will find that some topics are highly controversial oe 
February 11, 1960.—The associate general secretary of the National Council of 
Churches of Christ, Mr. James Wine, addressed a letter to the Secretary of 


Defense bitterly denouncing portions of the CONAC Air Reserve training manual. 
Mr. Wine was particularly concerned with a passage in the text of the manual 
which, on pages 15-13 to 15-20, linked the council with communism. (Depart- 
ment of the Air Force recalled all copies of CONAC Air Reserve training manual 
for evaluation prior to its receipt or knowledge of Mr. Wine’s letter to the Secretary 
of Defense. However, the impropriety of the subject matter of the manual was 
first brought to the attention of the Air Force on February 10, by Mr. William 
Frv, a member of the staff of the National Council of Churches. 

February 17, 1960.—The Secretary of Defense replied to Mr. Wine and indi- 
eated that the contents of the manual did not reflect the attitude of either the 
Department of Defense or the Air Force and also advised that the manual had 
been recalled. 

Subsequent to this exchange of letters, Mr. Wine, on behalf of his council, also 
publicly criticized AF manual 205-5 which, it was pointed out, was partially the 
source of some of the objectionable material in the CONAC Air Reserve training 
manual. 

February 17, 1960.—The chairman of the House Armed Services Committee 
directed that the special subcommittee on manpower utilization expand its 
jurisdiction to inquire into the preparation and publication of service manuals. 

February 19, 1960.—The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum to each of 
the Secretaries of the Military Departments requesting that they personally 
initiate a review of all nontechnical training manuals and similar type publica- 
tions to determine that these publications are consistent with Department of 
Defense and national polie¢y and are not deserving of justifiable criticism. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Personnel, and Reserves) was 
directed to monitor progress of this program. 

TheS ecretary of Defense also announced that he had instructed the General 
Counsel to conduct an investigation of violations of law or conflicts with national 
or defense policy that may be revealed as a result of this review to assure that 
appropriate action is taken. 

February 19, 1960.—-Secretary of the Air Force Dudley Sharp expressed great 
concern over the objectionable statements contained in the Reserve training 
manual and announced that effective immediately each major command of the 
Air Force had been instructed to establish a review panel of field grade officers 
to read and evaluate all proposed manuals. He also announced a general review 
of all publications with a view toward minimizing the number of publications and 
removing from circulation those of doubtful value. 
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During the period between February 19, 1960, and March 1, 1950, conflicting 
statements appeared in the press regarding both Air Force policy and Air Force 
position regarding the two Air Force manuals which were in controversy. 

Certain of these statements appeared to indicate a repudiation by the Air Force 
of both manuals whereas others indicated a defense of both subject to minor 
changes in the manuals. Another version, which appears to be the most accurate, 
reflects the Air Force as repudiating the material in the Air Reserve training 
manual but defending the material in 205-5 with only some slight change. 

March 1, 1960.—The special manpower utilization subcommittee announced 
it would begin hearings on the Air Force manuals on Monday, March 7, 1960. 

Mr. Price. With those preliminary remarks I feel that we are now 
ready to hear from the Department of the Air Force. 

Mr. Secretary, would you proceed with your statement. 

Secretary SHarp. Yes, sir, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before this committee to discuss the general 
subject of Air Force manuals. 

I know that you are particularly concerned, and I share this con- 
cern, over Air Reserve Center Training Manual No. 45-0050, incre- 
ment V, volume 7. It is a portion of this training manual, designed 
to cover problems of air base security, which contains controversial 
passages on communism in the churches. 

This manual, dated January 4, 1960, was prepared as a text for 
Reserve noncommissioned officers by the Air Training Command. It 
was being distributed when, on February 10, 1960, the passages in 
question were brought to the attention of members of the Air Staff, 
here in Washington. It was ordered withdrawn by the Air Staff on 
the following morning. I personally learned of the existence of this 
manual on February 16, 1960, and fully concurred in the withdrawal 
action. 

At the outset, let me say that our preliminary investigation has 
established that there were no effective reviews made of this training 
manual prior to issuance. Had there been appropriate review, I am 
confident that the training manual would not have been issued in the 
form that it was. This failure is inexcusable and convinces me that 
our current procedures for the preparation, review, and issuance 
of manuals are in need of thorough and searching examination. As 
an immediate safeguard, major commands were directed on February 
17, 1960, to establish review panels to screen all nontechnical training 
manuals, existing and proposed. Now we did not stop there. [ 
requested, and the Chief of Staff, on February 18, 1960, directed that 
a comprehensive survey of the entire matter of Air Force publications 
be conducted by the Inspector General. As a result of this survey, 
we intend to develop a system of publication controls which will 
preclude recurrences of this type, reduce the number of publications, 
and eliminate those which serve no useful purpose. 

I am sure that no one will dispute that the Air Force must have a 
security program which will protect its mission against sabotage, 
espionage, subversion, and the like. Individuals in the Air Force 
are representative of individuals from all walks of American life. 
They are ready and willing to accept and participate in a security 
program once they understand fully the reason for it. We believe 
that if we can make our personnel aware of the need for security, 
whether through training manuals or otherwise, we have taken a 
giant stride toward achieving effective security. 
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Now, the difficult problem, of course, is to determine what methods 
are appropriate to develop and further this security consciousness. 
This 1s basically a question of educational technique, but it may, in 
a particular case, raise fundamental issues of decency and fair play. 

We know, for example, that characteristics of Communist tactics 
aimed at world domination have been attempts at infiltration of 
basic American institutions. For this very reason, our churches, 
which constitute a great bulwark against communism, are a target 
for such attempts, as are the schools, communications media, and 
other groups which have influence on large numbers of people. We 
consider it our duty to call the attention of our personnel to this Com- 
munist activity. The method actually used in the training manual, 
however, was highly inappropriate and, as I have stated, the manual 
was withdrawn. In withdrawing this manual we did not attempt to 
pass on the truth or falsity of certain statements contained in the 
manual. 

So that the record may be entirely clear, I would like to point out 
that there is another Air Force Manual, AFM 205-5, which also 
touches briefly upon this subject. It is in connection with this man- 
ual, which is a general guide for security indoctrination published in 
May of 1955, that I have been quoted as indicating my agreement 
with the proposition that there has been Communist infiltration of 
the churches. A fair reading of the complete text of my remarks on 
AFM 205-5, however, shows that I was essentially reiterating what 
I have stated above, namely, that we have a duty to alert our per- 
sonnel to the fact that our churches are a target for Communist 
attempts at infiltration. I stated then that I did not know whether 
certain specific charges made in this manual had been proven. 

I should also note here that some 8 months ago the decision was 
made by the Air Staff to discontinue the further printing and distribu- 
tion of AFM 205-5. The plan is to issue a new manual dealing with 
the internal security of Air Force installations—including a section 
on security indoctrination. In this connection I have requested that 
a special panel be established to review for propriety of content this 
new manual as well as AFM 205-5 to the extent that it, or any 
portion of it, will not be superseded by the new publication. 

I trust that the foregoing discussion will clarify the Air Force 
position on this matter. The principles which I have outlined have 
determined our action in this case. ‘They will guide us in our review 
of all manuals dealing with this most sensitive area. It is our pur- 
pose to insure that all materials employed by the Air Force for 
security indoctrination are wholly appropriate, not only in terms of 
their soundness from an educational standpoint, but also, and more 
importantly, as concerns their rigid adherence to the established 
policies and legitimate jurisdiction of the Air Force. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your statement. 

Secretary SHarp. I think General White would like to make a few 
remarks with your permission. 

Mr. Price. General White. 

General Wuite. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Air Force I asked permission 
to appear before your committee at your pleasure, because I feel as 
the military head of the Air Force I should make a statement on the 
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subject of Air Force manuals. I do not have a written statement but 
I have some notes that I have jotted down on things that I feel should 
be said. 

Mr. Price. The gentlemen of the committee will be glad to have 
any statement you care to make. 

General Wuire. | would like to start out by outlining the genesis 
of the manual system, why we have them and what we are doing 
about them. 

Manuals, training manuals, have for years been a poor tool in 
military training and administration. The diversified skills that we 
require, the numerous customs and other aspects of military life make 
properly formulated manuals on appropriate subjects of very great 
value to us. 

There are approximately a million men in uniform in the Regular 
Air Force, the Air National Guard, and the Air Force Reserve right 
today. They represent innumerable skills, innumerable job require- 
ments and duties. In the past year—I should say past 10 years, 
several million men, trainees have passed through the Air Force 
training system. 

Now, of these millions, until very recently, we were required to 
take, I think, approximately 27 percent of our new enlistees in what 
is called category 4, that is men with a low IQ quotient. Manuals 
were in existence before that situation arose but, nevertheless, there 
crept in a tendency to try to write a manual on almost every con- 
ceivable subject, firstly, to help the instructor—they too change 
frequently due to many assignments such as overseas rotation and so 
on—and secondly, to put things in words of one syllable where 
possible for the trainee, himself. 

Now, it is obvious to me and [ think to a great many others, too, 
that the manual system in the Air Force has been overdone, not only 
in quantity, but in the content. Propriety in some cases has certainly 
been violated. 

Now, as to the number of manuals presently required, we do not 
any longer take category 4 personnel; the recently passed legislation 
by the Congress, known popularly as the Cordiner bill, has enabled us 
to greatly increase our retention of personnel so that we do not have 
to take in so many new people. 

So on that basis alone we no longer need as many manuals now as 
we have had in the past. We also find that some manuals contain 
inappropriate or inadvisable material. 

Now, what are we doing about it? Well, the first thing we are 
doing is making a complete review of all manuals. We are studying 
the requirement for them, the number required, the subject and the 
contents. 

Secondly, I have had the Inspector General institute a very exhaus- 
tive investigation to fix responsibility for what has been patently 
inadequate supervision in our manual system. I can only say that 
we intend to clean up this problem, set our house in order, and to 
promise you my personal attention to this subject. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much, General White. 

Now, I understand that the Air Force has another witness here this 
afternoon to be available for questioning, assistance in answering 
questions that may arise. I wonder if those witnesses would come 
around and take their seat at the witness table and identify themselves 
for the reporter. 
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Mr. SuATINSHEK. We have Major General Hopwood, who is 
Director of Personnel Procurement and Training, Brigadier General 
Burnham, the Provost Marshal, and Lieutenant Colonel Wills, the 
Chief of Security Systems for the Office of Provost Marshal, Mr. 
Chairman, seated at the table. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Secretary, it is possible that a few of the questions 
I may ask you have already been covered in your statement. Never- 
theless I would like to go over the whole question of the Air Force 
manner of handling the manual matter. 

What is the Air Force position with regard to the Continental Air 
Command Manual for Reserve Personnel? 

Secretary SHarp. Our position is that this manual contains certain 
statements that we consider improper; that it was not properly re- 
viewed before being issued; that our policy is not to make statements 
which would in any way reflect on organizations and groups, such as 
the church, the schools, the information media of the country. We 
feel very strongly that we should warn our people that Communism 
may attempt to infiltrate into all of these important groups and into 
other important groups. But we certainly—and | certainly feel 
very strongly that there should be no indication by the Air Force 
that, even if any of this attempt at infiltration was even partially 
successful, it certainly has not been successful enough, if it has been 
successful at all, to in any way affect the character of our churches or 
our schools or other institutions of that type. 

Mr. Price. When did the Air Force officially withdraw this 
particular manual? 

Secretary Suarp. It was withdrawn on the 11th of February, sir. 

Mr. Price. Was this before or after protest had reached the Air 
Force as to the contents of the manual? 

Secretary SHarp. It is reported that it was after a protest had been 
received. Is that correct? 

General Hopwoop. It was before, sir. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Price. Before the protest. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. May I interrupt you there, General? I have a 
copy here of a dispatch sent out by the Air Force in respect to this 
manual on the 11th of February which reads as follows, if I may—— 

Mr. Pricer. I am trying to pinpoint whether the 11th of February 
was before or after any official protest had reached the Air Force. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Proceed. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. I| will proceed with this. 

Subject: Air Reserve Center Training Manual No. 45-0050, Increment V, Volume 
7, Reserve Non-Commissioned Officer Course. 

All copies of subject manual and its accompanying Instructor Guide and Work 
Sheets that have been distributed will be recovered, accounted for and placed in 
storage pending evaluation by this Headquarters. 

That was done on the 11th of February and the witness did address 
himself to when the communication was received from the National 
Council of Churches. 

Mr. Price. Would you do that, Mr. Sharp, or any one of the wit- 
nesses who is in position to do so? 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. I received a copy of the letter from the 
National Council of Churches addressed to Secretary Gates of the 
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Department of Defense. I received my copy on the morning of the 
16th of February. 

Mr. Price. Had any other part of the Air Force received any com- 
munication before that date? 

Secretary Suarp. I think I will defer to General Hopwood on that 
because that was my first knowledge of the situation. 

Mr. Srratrron. If I may interrupt before the general answers that 
question, this is contained in the Secretary’s statement, is it not? It 
says that the passages in dispute were brought to the attention of the 
Air Staff on February the 10th and on the following morning the 
manual was withdrawn by the Air Staff. 

Mr. Price. Yes, but we want to find out whether or not there was 
any protest received before this action. 

General Hopwoop. If I may speak to that, sir, on the afternoon of 
the 10th, based on a telephone call from Continental Air Command 
to the headquarters stating that a question had been raised by a 
Mr. Fry, who was associated with the National Council of Churches, 
we immediately got a hold of one of these manuals and starting check- 
ing its content. 

At about 10 o’clock the morning of the 11th I saw the manual for 
the first time and it was very apparent that the propriety of the item 
looked seriously questionable. 

On that ground and that ground alone we telephoned the Conti- 
nental Air Command at about 10:30 and told them to begin with- 
drawal action. 

The letter to which you refer, I believe, was also authored on 
February 11, the letter from Mr. Wine to the Secretary of Defense, 
but we had no knowledge of the existence of that letter until it was 
rece.ved by the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of the Air 
Force on the 16th. 

Mr. Price. Was the material contained in this manual regarding 
infiltration of Communists into churches drawn from Air Force 
Manual 205-5? 

Secretary SHARP. It was partly drawn from that manual, sir. It 
was also drawn from other records of the FBI and I think the Un- 
American Activities Committee’s ‘100 Questions Concerning Com- 
munism.”’ I do not know whether that is the exact title of it. And 
it was also drawn, I think, from some Kiplinger publication. And 
there were other publications. It was drawn from quite a number of 
publications. 

Mr. Price. A good part of it was drawn from sources other than the 
Manual 205-5? 

Secretary SHARP. Yes, sir, it was. 

Mr. Price. Now, since much of this controversial material came 
from sources other than the Air Force Manual 205-5, were any of 
these other sources official Air Force publications or documents? 

Secretary SHarp. I am afraid I would have to defer that to General 
Hopwood. I do not think they were. 

General BurNHAM. We have not been able to identify, sir, any other 
Air Force publications as contributory to the manual in question. 

Mr. Price. I am confining my questions strictly to the contro- 
versial matter. 

General Burnuam. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Price. As far as you know none of this controversial matter 
was contained in any other documents of the Air Force? 
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General BurNnuAM. Other than Air Force Manual 205-5. 

Mr. Price. I am thinking now about the material that the Secretary 
said was not drawn from 205-5. 

General BurNnuaAM. That is right. 205-5 was the only Air Force 
manual to my knowledge which was utilized in this training manual. 

Mr. Price. All right. Now on the basis of this, I assume that it is 
not unusual that your writers of service manuals utilize materials from 
sources outside the Department of Defense. Is that true? 

General Hopwoop. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Pricer. All right. 

Under these circumstances I also assume that you must establish 
some guidelines which will enable a writer of a manual to determine 
what he is to write and what sort of background material he is to use 
to convey his message. Therefore, can you tell me what guidelines 
were furnished the writer of the ‘‘Air Force Training Manual,” of this 
particular manual? 

Secretary SHarp. I know he was furnished an outline by the Con- 
tinental Air Command of the subjects they wanted to touch on in this 
manual. Ido not know what other guidelines were furnished to him. 
Perhaps General Hopwood does. 

Mr. Price. Do you have any comment on that? 

General Hopwoop. Yes, sir. We have a series of regulations con- 
cerning our training manuals. 

They require the agency preparing that manual to review it for 
content. In this instance the review was obviously inadequate. 

Mr. Price. | am thinking now of the guidelines that are set up to 
assist the writer of a manual. 

General Hopwoop. There is a publication on the writing of manuals. 
I do not have it here. But in that publication it definitely points 
out such aspects as decency, propriety, need to know, and the like. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Slatinshek will develop that point. We have what 
seems to us as some sort of a guideline. We want to determine whether 
or not that is a complete guideline or whether you have something 
in addition to that. 

Mr. SitatinsHek. General, I have reference to some material which 
as a matter of fact I received from your office, I believe you are familiar 
with it, and as | understand it, it represents the outline and the only 
outline which was provided the writer of this manual. My point in 
asking the question is that it appears to be in the broadest possible 
terms and I would like you to elaborate on that if you will. 

General Hopwoop. That is quite true. The outline contains the 
intended subject matter of this manual which the writer did depart 
from. Iunderstood the chairman to be seeking an answer to the over- 
all guidelines, the manner in which you use reference material in pub- 
lishing a manual. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. The chairman was concerned, and I believe the 
members of the committee are concerned, with the fact that the guide- 
lines which were apparently provided the writer were as broad as 
something of this kind, and I will read a portion of these guidelines. 
Part II, C.B.R. Warfare, 20 hours, and then it goes on ‘‘Observable 
effects of atomic attack,’’ which apparently is one section, ‘‘ Radiation 
effects,’’ another section, ‘‘Individual radiological defense,’’ another, 
and goes on in that vein. In other words, it gives him apparently 
no guidelines at all, other than the fact that it suggests subject matter. 
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This would appear—is this a traditional way of doing this, or is this 
something extraordinary ? 

General Horwoop. That was standard procedure in this type of 
manual. The writer needs to know what the consumer wants covered 
to achieve the objective of the manual. The writer then proceeds to 
research within the outline, prepares the manuscript which should be 
reviewed and in this case was not adequately reviewed. The ade- 
quacy of the content is the function of final review after the manu- 
script is ready. 

Mr. Cowetan. General, who reviews the material after it is written? 

General Hopwoop. In this instance- 

Mr. Conextan. Do you have a Ph. D. examining board for this 
thesis that is advanced or how do you work it? 

General Horpwoop. It will vary considerably with the nature of the 
manual. I might illustrate: In the Air University we do also prepare 
certain manuals. In that instance, because of my former connection 
there, we always had an editorial board to review it first, it was 
reviewed secondarily by a faculty board. In certain training center 
courses that are highly technical, a group of experienced instructors 
in the field of the manual review for accur: acy and content. 

Mr. Conexan. In respect to the matters that we are examining, 
who were the people on the reviewing board and what were their 
qualifications to do the reviewing? 

General Hopwoop. Sir, I can give you the names of the people 
within this structure, if you wish. I believe it is a matter of your 
record. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes. 

General Hopwoop. We did not do a good job. 

Mr. SLAtTINSHEK. What it amounts to, if I can address myself to 
that, in discussing this with the Air Force they have indicated there 
was only one individual between the writer of the manual and the 
actual publishing and dissemination of the material. 

Mr. Coneian. Who checked on his references? The range and the 
quality of the references? This is something I think is vitally 
important. I mean merely because you have references does not 
mean anything. You have got to check the references, maybe they 
are valid, maybe they are not. 

General Hopwoop. The review was completely inadequate in this 
case. The supervisor of the man who wrote the manual said he 
gave the final manuscript only cursory examination and forwarded it 

Mr. CoHEetan. I appreciate your reply, General, but what I would 
like to know now, and I think it is relevant: What are you doing 
about it? 

General Hopwoop. Sir, several things have been done. On the 
17th of February, a directive was issued to all major commands that 
had to do with preparing training manuals and directed a review 
panel of three senior officers to immediately review all manuals in 
which such aspects as decency, propriety, security, or need-to-know 
might be involved. These panels are now at work. 

Shortly after that, the Chief of Staff directed the Inspector General 
to go into a much longer range investigation of our whole system of 
manuals, publications, the issuance of all printed material. 

That Inspector’s group is now on the job and at work. 

A third element is an inspection or an investigation now being 
conducted at Lackland, where the specific manual was being prepared, 
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to find out what the systems were and to fix responsibility on which 
we will then be in a position to take appropriate action. 

The final element was a letter from the Vice Chief of Staff to all 
major commands, worldwide, reminding them of the responsibility for 
good judgment throughout the staff echelons and the command 
echelons in the preparation of any written material. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. Are we going to use any order in interrogating the 
witnesses? 

Mr. Price. Yes. I think we are. The Chair would like to avail 
himself of the usual prerogative of several questions and then we take 
the usual procedure of alternating. 

Mr. Becker. We may never get to that. 

Mr. Price. The Chair 

Mr. Becker. | know the Chair is fair, but if we get hopping 
around 

Mr. Price. I think the questions the Chair will propound may 
assist others in asking their questions. 

Mr. Becker. I am not questioning the Chair’s prerogatives. 

Mr. Price. Considerable criticism has been directed toward those 
portions of the Air Force Manual 205-5 which appeared to infringe 
on the basic American right to be informed. What is your reaction 
to the portion of the manual aimed at this subject, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Suarp. | might say, Mr. Chairman, that these portions 
which have been criticized have been deleted from the manual. 

However, it is clearly the Air Force policy, as stated in Air Force 
directives and in Department of Defense policy statements, that except 
for information which is of a security nature that might be of assistance 
to a potential enemy, the Department of Defense and the Air Force, 
as well, as part of the Department of Defense, are interested in furnish 
ing all of the information that is needed to keep the public well 
informed as to what is going on. 

Mr. Price. Do you have a specific directive within the Department 
as to this question? 

Secretary SHarp. Yes, sir; I think we have. I think we have a 
specific one. I am not sure that I could put 

Mr. StatinsHek. Air Force Regulation 190-12. 

Secretary Saarp. December 18, 1956. 

Mr. Pricer. Would you read that into the record, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir, we will read it into the record. 

I can say also concerning these statements, the one that had to do 
with page 73 

General BurnuAM. And 82. 

SECRETARY SHARP. The one I refer to particularly is on page 82 
the main thing wrong with a statement of this kind which says that 
“another rather silly remark often heard concerning security is that 
Americans have a right to know what is going on,”’ is that 1t can be 
taken out of context. 

In the later manual, the training manual, 45-0050, strangely 
enough the words “concerning security’? were omitted, which didn’t 
explain properly what was meant in the early manual. [ think that 
the problem here in making this statement that another rather silly 
remark is often heard, is that it can be quoted out of context and also, 
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in my opinion, there is probably some question as to whether it is true, 
I haven’t heard remarks concerning security that everybody ought to 
know everything that is going on. I think the public generally 
understands that in matters of security where the security of the 
Nation is in jeopardy that certainly they don’t have a right and 
probably don’t want to know what is going on because it is in the 
benefit of the American people that certain things be kept confined. 

Mr. Price. So that you wouldn’t agree with the paragraph as it is 
contained in this specific manual? 

Secretary SHarp. No, I wouldn’t agree with that, no, sir. 

Mr. Becker. The Secretary does agree with the last one he just 
read? 

Secretary SHarp. Containing the words ‘within the bounds of 
security’’? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. You do agree with the wording of that one? 

Secretary Suarp. I think the wording is a little unfortunate, be- 
cause in the first place I think it is silly to say ‘“‘We frequently hear 
a silly remark,’”’ because I don’t think we frequently hear it. 

Mr. Becker. This manual doesn’t say that. This one says 
‘‘another rather foolish remark often heard.” 

Secretary SHarp. Now which manual are you referring to? 

Mr. Becker. I am referring to 45-0050. 

Secretary SHarp. Yes. I don’t agree with what is said in there. 

Mr. Becker. You don’t agree with what is said in that paragraph? 

Secretary SHarp. In that particular statement, because they have 
left out the words “concerning security,” which would indicate that 
the public is not supposed to know anything about what is going on, 
and this certainly is not an Air Force position. Only in certain 
security matters are we concerned with keeping information from 
complete publication. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Slatinshek? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. For purposes of the record I would like to read 
the language in the Air Force regulation which relates to Air Force 
policy on release of public information and I quote: 


POLICY 

(a) Participation in public relations activities.—It is the Air Force’s policy to 
keep the public informed on military activities, provided information so released 
is not detrimental to U.S. security. Consequently it is not the intent of this 
regulation to restrict the release of information but rather to serve as a guide for 
all agencies concerned with the accessibility of information for public release 
purposes. 

And it goes on to elaborate that theme. This regulation is con- 
sistent with Department of Defense Directive 5122.5 of February 27, 
1959, on the same general subject. 

I trust, Mr. Secretary, this policy is still the Air Force policy on 
public information. 

Secretary SHaRp. It certainly is, ves. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Becker. I don’t. I just wanted to get that one straight. 

Mr. Price. Are there any other questions by any members of the 
committee? 

Mr. O’Kownsk1. On this particular phase? 

Mr. Price. This phase or any other. 
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Mr. O’Konskt. I would like about 5 minutes when you get through. 

Mr. Price. Mr. O’Konski, then. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. How is the mail running in the Air Force as regards 
the approval or disapproval of retracting this particular manual that 
we are discussing? 

Secretary SHarp. I haven’t had any official count. The last 
unofficial count was something in the neighborhood of 20 to 1 in favor 
of retaining the manual. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Of retaining the manual? 

Secretary SHARP. Retaining the manual; yes. 

Mr. O’Konskr. Retaining it? 

Secretary SHarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. You can count me among that number, because I 
think it is tragic that the manual—of course I am in the minority. 
I go back to my people every election time and I ask them why they 
keep sending me back here. I have been here now 18 years. I ask 
them why they send me back here, when I am in the minority, because 
I don’t agree with the way certain things are going on. 

But I think this is one time this branch of the service showed courage 
in informing the personnel with the dangers that they should be 
confronted with. The mail of the Air Force is running 20 to 1 in favor 
of maintaining the manual. The mail of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities, among the members of the National Council of 
Churches, is running 3 to 2 in favor of maintaining the manual. I 
would like to ask you this: Has anybody ever offered any proof that 
any of the statements or paragraphs or names mentioned in that 
so-called controversial chapter are unfounded or untrue? 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t know whether anybody has—— 

Mr. O’Konsx1. Of course they haven’t, because—— 

Secretary SHARP. Has mentioned that. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Because the Committee on Un-American Activities 
combed this with a fine tooth comb, and they said every word, para- 
graph, every name mentioned in it is true. Now another thing I can’t 
understand is why we are always attacking the Air Force on these 
manuals. Let me read you from another manual which is rot in 
controversy. This is not used by the Air Force. This one deals with 
the elements of socialism and communism. Just let me read you some- 
thing from it: 

One thine seems certain under communism, the de~ree of economic inequality 
which would exist would be very small as compared with that which we have today 
in this country 
and then it goes on to elaborate on it. Let me read you some more: 
Rut wares in general would, under communism or socialism, be considerably 
higher than they are at the present time for every wor’ er would have included in 
his wae his share of social rent and interest, in addition to the payment made 
for his labor. 

Let me go on. 

If communism were adopted in this country there would be no waste of competition 
between industries. 

And this incidently was used and selected and prepared by the 
editorial staff of the U.S. Armed Services Institute for the use of person- 
nel, Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. Note: Not 
the Air Force. And you are the people who are under attack. 
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Moreover it is said under collectivism we would provide a remedy 
for the present practice of delaying the introduction of new inventions 
in the interest of large profits ‘under our capitalistic system. If 
communism were adopted in this country business depressions would 
be eliminated, we would have full employment of labor, savings, and 
investments of the people would be better protected. Now listen to 
this: 

COMMUNISM IN THE FAMILY 


It is small wonder then that the Communists find in the possibilities of their 
projected social order a picture which they think would be attractive to many 
who suffer from the imperfect workings of capitalism. There is a widespread 
idea in this country that socialism or communism would involve the breakdown 
of the institutions of marriage and the family and that the collectivists believe in 
free love, nationalization of women or some other radical idea with respect to 
relations between the sexes. Now it is undoubtedly true that some collectivists 
harbor extreme ideas of this kind, but so also do many individuals who are not 
collectivists. In general collectivists are inclined to believe that marriage and 
the family would reach their most perfect development under collectivism 
because these institutions would then be free of economic considerations. 

Collectivism in religion, how religion would be better off under 
collectivism in this country: ‘Incentives under collectivism,” if we 
had collectivism in this country nobody would have to marry the 
boss’ daughter to get ahead and everything would be done on the 
basis of ability, on the basis of mentality, freedom, there would be 
more freedom under collectivism. 

Now you people made a mistake. 

Mr. Price. This manual you are reading from 

Mr. O’Konskt. You attacked the institution of communism. 

Mr. Price. Is this manual, a manual of the armed services? 

Mr. O’Konskt. Yes. 

And you aren’t going to write, you aren’t going to ever write a 
manual in the Air Force where you attack the institution of com- 
munism without it being attacked by some minority who are out and 
out only to destroy anything that you say against communism or 
expose any group that advocates communism but thev use it as a 
means of destroying the Air Force and that is what is behind this 
movement. 

Secretary SHarp. | might comment, sir, that the Air Force, | am 
sure, will continue to warn its people of the dangers of communism, 
because obviously we do not believe in communism in the United 
States, we think it is one of the greatest threats to our tvpe of existence 
and our type of government and we consider it a duty, a must, to 
warn our people of the dangers of communism. 

I think in warning our people of the dangers of communism, how- 
ever, we must be very careful that we don’t point our fingers at par- 
ticular individuals or groups in such a manner that they might be 
put—that the whole group might be put under suspicion because of 
the fact 

Mr. O’Konskr. Of course. And one of the tragic consequences of 
the United States of America is this, we sent these boys into war in 
Korea, 99 percent of them didn’t know what communism was, they 
didn’t know what they were fighting them for, because they were 
never told about it. I thank God that we have an Air Force and a 
publicity department getting out these manuals and telling these people 
the enemy that we are up against so that next time we come up against 
a force like we did in Korea, they will know what it is all about and 
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they won’t be brainwashed as easily as they were the last time, not 
being prepared for it. 

| am all for you in this manual. I| am sorry it was retracted. Of 
all the manuals | have sent out to Air Force Reserve officials in my 
distriet, colleges, and universities, | have yet to have one single criti- 
cism made of an Air Force manual that I have sent out but I have 
had a lot of criticisin of manuals sent out by the other branches of our 
which aren’t under attack or under investigation. 

Mr. Price. Mr, Kowalski? 

Mr. Kowauski. Mr. Secretary, in reply to a question from the 
chairman vou said that you withdrew the manual, and I am talking 
about Air Force Manual 45-0050, because you thought certain state- 
ments in it were improper. Would you kindly tell this committee 
which statements specifically you considered improper? We had a 
short discussion, but in order that | Mav have an understanding, the 
comuniitee may have an understanding of your thinking, L would like 
to take a look specifically at the statements to which you referred. 

Secretary SHarp. Of course, Mr. Congressman, one of the state- 
ments that 1 thought was lmproper was the statement concerning the 
right to know, the public’s right to know what was going on. That 
statement was worded in such a way that it could be construed to 
mean that the Air Force policy Was that people ought not to know 
what is going on regardless of whether it was security information 
or hov. 

Mr. Kowauskt. Yes. 

Secretary SHarp. | must say that | think a reading of the entire 
paragraph in which that sentence was the first sentence made rather 
clear what the meaning was when it went on to say that football 
teams should not give away their signals to their opposing team or 
they would lose the game and consequently we should not give away 
our military secrets or we would also lose the battle. 

| think, however, that it was improperly worded and it gave the 
wrong lnpression, 

Mr. Kowauskr. Yes. May I interrupt there to ask what was the 
source of that statement? 

Secretary SuHare. The source was Air Force Manual 205-5. 

Mr. Kowauskr. What was the source of that particular Statement 
in the Air Force Manual itself? Was there a particular source. 

Secretary Suarp. Of Air Force Manual 205-5? 

Mr. Kowaxskt. Lam trying to get at the technique of developing 
the manual 

Secretary SuHarp. This manual was developed back in 1955, it was 
issued then. It was developed even earlier than that. I don’t know 
what the source of that was. I suppose it was in the mind of the 
author of the manual. Perhaps General Hopwood has some other 
information than that. 

Mr. Kowauskt. Was the statement which was the source of this 
manual which was withdrawn, was the statement in Manual 205-5 
satisfactory ? 

Secretary Suarp. As | have said before, it can be misinterpreted. 
Unfortunately it can be taken out of context and not clearly under- 
stood. 

| would have wished that it were worded a little more clearly. 

Mr. Kowauskr. Are you satisfied with it or not, sir? 
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Secretary Suarp. We are not satisfied with it for that reason that 
it can be taken out of context. 

Mr. Kowauskr. When was this manual published, 205-5? 

Secretary SHARP. 1955. 

Mir. Kowanskt. When was it first found that this statement was 
inept or improper? 

Secretary SaHarp. General Hopwood, do you know the answer to 
when it was found improper? 

General Hopwoop. | would like General Burnham to answer that. 

Mr. Kowatuskr. What | am trying to get at is how did you get at 
the idea that this statement was improper? 

General BurnuAM. The idea that this statement contained in 205-5 
was considered improper was formed on the 23d day of the month 
subsequent to the withdrawal of the training command manual. The 
only reason it was considered improper was not its intent, which, if 
vou will note, is taken out of context from a lecture, a suggested guide 
lecture on espionage, not because the intent was wrong, but rather it 
was actually poorly worded and could lead to a misinterpretation, so 
we took action on February 23 to rescind that particular paragraph 

the manual. 

a. Kowauski. It was considerably after the time of 1955. 

General Burnuam. It was, sir, it was 5 years after the time. 

Mr. Srrarron. If the gentlemen would yield for a moment, where 
does this phrase occur in 205-5? I haven’t been able to find it. 

General BurNHAM. It occurs on page 82 of 205-5, and the last 
paragraph. It is the first sentence of the last paragraph and you 
might particularly note that the words “concerning security” that the 
Secretary mentioned are in this couiext. 

Mr. Srrarron. Thank you. 

Mr. Kowauskr. Mr. Secretary, what other statements do you find 
improper, inappropriate, and so on in 45-0050? 

Secretary SHARP. We feel that the specific reference to a specific 
church organization as such is a thing—or any other organization 
within a general group—is the thing that is not really in our province, 
that it isn’t necessary to do it and that it is controversial and that it 
might be misconstrued to mean that the Air Force feels that that par- 
ticular group has been seriously influenced by infiltration, when we 
ure only trying to point out that it would be a target of infiltration, 
obviously, because it is a bulwark of our country. 

Mr. Kowauski. Was 205-5 a source of that particular statement? 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t believe it was. 

General BurRNHAM. 205-5 was not a source of the statement which 
the Secretary is alluding to, that is the naming. 

Mr. Kowauskr. Then these two statements caused you to with- 
draw the manual? 

Secretary SHarp. Well, there are other statements concerning cer- 
tain individuals, listing a number of individuals by name who have 
been, it is alleged, connected with un-American activities or Com- 
munist front organizations, et cetera. 

Mr. SiatinsHeKk. Could I interrupt there? There are a number of 
other things in the manual which appear to be highly improper and [ 
would like to call the Chair and the committee’s attention to them at 
this time, with your permission. 

Mr. Kowatsxt. I would like that. 
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Mr. SLatinsHEK. For instance, in the chapter having to do with 
civil defense, the material in the manual on page 20-11 suggests that 
there is a positive unwillingness of the military to support civil de- 
fense, that their motivation there is the fear that they will lose appro 
priations. The manual goes on, at page 20-12, and in this ease as- 
serts that the primary mission of the Army should be civil defense. 
| imagine this would be considered a controversial statement and 
highly improper. [Laughter.| 

Mr. Kowauskr. Can we ask the Secretary whether these were 
some of the reasons you also withdrew the manual? 

Secretary SHarp. Yes, they were. Although I must say, frankly, 
these didn’t come to my attention until after the manual was with- 
drawn. But they would be reasons for withdrawing it. And there 
are Other statements which I think perhaps the counsel might want 
to refer to, that were really, I think, very improper to have in the 
manual. 

Mr. Kowauski. Mr. Chairman, | am concerned more about the 
technique in how vou develop a manual like this. The Air Force 
has admitted it has done a very poor job on this particular manual. 

Mr. Price. Will the gentleman yield? They even have an item in 
here that beats down the Air Force’s own plea for more manned 
bombers. 

Secretary SHarp. That is correct. 

Mr. Kowansk!. Yes. It is certainly at the topmost level that it is 
admitted that this is a poor job. But someone who wrote (his must 
have thought it was a good job. | wonder if Mr. Hyde will be a witness 
before this committee, or is he here? 

Mr. Prices. The Chair might state that Mr. Hyde was summoned 
to be a witness at the meeting we were to have last Monday morning. 
Unfortunately, the meeting had to be called off because of a full com- 
mittee meeting. Mr. Hyde was already on his way to Washington and 
he arrived Friday afternoon before we had a chance to notify him that 
the Monday meeting would be called off. 

There was some uncertainty about the time when we would be able 
to have our first meeting, so we thought that Mr. Hyde could be inter- 
viewed by our staff and be permitted to return home. 

After the interview the opinion was that, aside from the faet the 
evidence that is already obvious, that he is the one who wrote the 
manual, that he could contribute little more to the hearing. 

Did the staff prepare a memorandum on Mr. Hyde’s statement? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Not on his statement, on his visit, however. 
And it would appear that there was no question but that Mr. Hyde 
was the author of this manual and, of course, the question that re- 
mained before the committee was how this material got the official 
approval of the Air Force and Mr. Hyde, of course, could contribute 
nothing further in that area. 

Mr. Congeian. Would you vield? 

Mr. Kowatskt. Go ahead. 

Mr. ConELan. | wonder—did you get any information, Mer. Slatin- 
shek, on his civil service rating and also his educational and profes- 
sional background? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. No, sir. I know generally that he is a GS-11. 
I am not acquainted with his academic background, however. 

Mr. Cone an. I wonder if we could get that. 











Mr. SLATINSHEKR. Yes, sir. 

Homer H. Hype BriocrarpnicaL INFORMATION 

GS-Lt. Edueational specialist (course materials), Air Police and Military Train 
ing Branch, Technical Writing Division, Operations and Training Staff Section 
Hqs Lackland Military Training Center, Lackland AFB, Texas 

Native Texan, born San Antonio, 1905. Graduate, Southwest State Teacher's 
College, San Marcos, Tex. (1930 Graduate work, Columbia University Teach 
er’s College and Baylor University (no graduate degrees). Lighteen vears Fed- 
eral service 

1931-41, self-emploved, and worked for WPA as research assistant. 

1942-45, clerk-typist, Kelly AFB, Texas. Also wrote course materials for Civil- 
ian Training Branch 

1945-49, Historical Section, Flying Division, Hqs Air Training Command, 
Randolph AFB. 

1949-51, Historieal Division, Hqs ATC, Scott AFB, Hlinois 

1951-56, Command Historian, Hqs, Flying Training Air Force, ATC, Waco, 
Tex 

1956-58, Center Historian, Air Force Personnel Training and Research Center 

ARDC), Lackland AFB. 

Present position since April 1958 

Mr. Kowauskr. I was more interested in something quite different 
What were his instructions, what was his thinking, what is his att 
tude, what is the attitude of the group of men who finally produced 
this manual? 

I think if is just as important for us in the committee to find out 
what the attitude is at the working level when something is done 
badly as it is al the LOpInOst level. because there is ho assurance, to 
my mind at least, that the attitude was very all in light of the fact 
that the Secretary thinks it was a poor job. But it may be somebody 
wiectns ~~ to do it this way. 

Mr. Suatinsoek. Well, Mr. Kowalski, my purpose in bringing out 
this a eteeation about the so-called guidelines provided by the Aw 
Force was to — ate that these in tact were the only guidelines 
provided the writer and he was given carte blanche to go ahead and 
take off on his Own. sto this oby ously showed n OTreal failure in) 
the system and, of course, will require some change. 

Mr. Kowauskr. | will bow to the chairman’s wisdom on this. If 
you don’t think we should have him here 

Mr. Price. | don’t think he could contribute any more. 

Mr. Kow ALSKI | would like Lo ask one more brief question. 

Mr. Price. The chairman will be glad to take it up at any time 
with the committee to see whether they think it is advisable to hav: 
him here. We thought particularly after the staff interviewed him, 
the feeling was that there wasn’t much more he could contribute to 
the hearing 

Mr. Kowauski. | want to go back to Manual 205-5. It was 
published May 1955, and has been in existence for quite a while. | 
would like to examine the technique of approving a manual of that 
order of magnitude, shall I say, because it was approved at the top- 
most level by order of the Secretary of the Air Force, signed by 
General Twining. Where is the responsibility placed for a manual 
as this Manual 205-5? Who is responsible? Who do you hold 
responsible for the content of this manual? 

Secretary SHARP. Well, | would say that no single Air Force activity 
is really responsible for putting it out. The Headquarters, U.S. Air 
Force, in the case of an Air Force manual, rather than a command 
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training manual, such as this one was, which was Continental Air 
(Command, overall Air Force manual, the Headquarters, Staff Agency 
is the project agency. ‘They reviewed the requirement for this kind 
of a manual and then they assigned it to another action ageney to 
draw up the manual and then another command did the editorial and 
printing. 

| think the manual was undoubtedly reviewed, this tvpe of manual, 
which is an Air Force manual, is reviewed at very high levels. | 
would like again to defer to General Hopwood on this question. | 
think he knows more about the details. 

General Hopwoop. Sir, there was a considerable interchange of 
questions on the subject matter of this manual between the Air Train- 
ing Command, then at Scott Air Force Base, and this headquarters, 
in the Office of the Inspector General, where security matters are of 
prime interest, and also by my predecessor Director of ‘Training. 
This went on over a passage of several months. We finally came up 
with a manuscript as vou see it before us. It was printed. It has 
never been called into the controversial status until recently. 

Mir. Kowanskt. Mr. Secretary, | understand vou are a businessman. 
You spoke of holding the headquarters responsible. Do vou do this 
in business or do vou hold an individual responsible? 

Secretary SHarp. Well, | think vou hold the head of a department 
responsible for his department. Of course, if something goes wrong 
in the department, it doesn’t necessarily mean that you fire the head 
of the department. [It depends on the circumstances. 

Mir. Kowatskr. | am not talking about firing anyone. 

Secretary SHARP. | mean 

Mr. Kowauskt. I was trying to place responsibility, Mr. Secretary 
Who is responsible in the military structure for this particular manual 
that was published? Who would be held accountable and responsible 
to vou? 

Secretary SHarp. Well, there would! be—-well, I suppose the top 
man responsible is the commanding officer of the Air Training 
Command. 

Mr. Kowauskt. This is whom you would hold responsible? 

Secretary Suarpe. This would be the No. 1 man you would hold 
responsible | wouldn’t 

Mr. Kowauskt. Now, I ask this question because you spoke of a 
board, a review board that would be set up to review future manuals. 
Are you going to hold that board responsible, three men, or are you 
going to hold an individual responsible? 

Secretary Suarp. I might defer to General White, who is the Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force, on this matter. 

General Waite. | think when you come right down to the final 
individual, Mr. Kowalski, the one man that is the fall man for every- 
thing in the service insofar as anything military is the Chief of Staff. 
It is quite obvious that the Chief of Staff can’t read all of these man- 
uals, so we have to delegate in the Air Force. My personal feeling 
would be that the command that was given the job of writing the man- 
ual would probably have the prime responsibility for it. I would not 
let off the responsible officers in the Air Staff who would have the 
review, but it will, | think, varv with circumstances. It is precisely 
for that reason that I have the Inspector General presently making 
an investigation. 
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One of his tasks will be, insofar as possible, to fix responsibility. As 
an aside I would like to say that without prejudging what the Inspector 
General comes up with, and without committing myself, my inelina- 
tion is to put the blame more on the supervisory personnel than on the 
individual who is the originator. Now, as you have properly pointed 
out, we should know what his background is, what his motivations are, 

But I personally feel it has been a failure of supervision rather than 
that of the individual writer. 

Mr. Kowausk1. In this | would differ with you, General. I would 
think it is a failure of structure, organization structure. 

General Wuire. I agree with you. 

Mr. Kowatski. | would not for a minute hold the Chief of Staff 
responsible for a manual like this, even though his name appears 
there. I hold the General Staff structure responsible, because no one 
is accountable in the system. 

General Wurre. The system broke down. 

Mr. Kowatskt. | don’t know how you will ever get at this thing 
until you do reorganize the structure. 

General Waite. The system broke down, and that is precisely 
what I pledge to this committee to repair, if we can. 

Mr. Kowa.skr. | hope you can pin it down to individuals. And 
until you do that we will continue to have manuals like this. 

General Wuire. That is fundamental to the whole process. 

Mr. Kowauskt. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to get something straightened out with 
Secretary Sharp. 

From statements you have made, do I take it that in respect to 
the sections that you have dealt with, the first two, not the others 
Mr. Slatinshek has on his list, but with respect to that section dealing 
with the communism in religion, did | understand you to say that 
your feelings were and your reason for withdrawing it in that specific 
instance was on the basis of impropriety and not the basis of any 
inaccuracy or distortion of facts? 

Secretary Suarp. | would say that; yes, sir. 

I would say that it was on the basis of impropriety, and that in 
withdrawing it we simply did not make an attempt to pass on the 
truth or falsity of the statements contained in it. Our position is 
that having the statements in there at all was an improper thing for 
the Air Force to do. 

Now, I am not referring to the statement that there might be an 
attempt to infiltrate the churches, because it is quite obvious that 
they would be a prime target for the Communists, because of their 
because they generally are a great bulwark against communism. 

Mr. Kowausxr. Then | am correct in assuming that the reason 
on that score was the lack of propriety? 

Secretary SHARP. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kowatskr. Then the other section dealing with the matter of 
security, the statement in there, that was a question of the taking out 
of context and use of improper words, perhaps? . 

Secretary SHarp. That would be correct. 

Mr. Kowa.ski. In one manual as against the other? In one 
manual they have one wording, in the other manual they have a 
different wording. ‘The second manual, the 45-0050, seems to ex- 
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plain, in my opinion, by using the analogy of the football team 
players in that there they wouldn’t give away their signals to the 
other team. So it does explain the reasons why the knowledge or 
the information is not given to the public. 

[t would mean, in my opinion, it deals with security information. 

Secretary SHARP. Yes. 

Mr. Kowatskt. That will be giving aid and comfort to the enemy. 
Am I correct in that assumption? 

Secretary SHarp. That is correct. I think the wording, though, 
is arranged so that it could be taken out of context, the first sentence 
used, and it doesn’t say anything about security in it. So it is an 
improper wording of what they were trying to say, quite obviously. 

Mr. Kowauskr. So the writer could have been a little more dis- 
creet putting in the word “security,” concerning security, and no- 
body could have taken it out of context? 

Secretary SHARP. Certainly. 

Mr. Kowatsk1. In other words, any body can fo out of context with 
any statement, even if they put the word “security” in there, they can 
leave that out and just deal with the one part. Going to other parts 
of the manual—and I can understand, with the stress of the work of 
this committee—I know the chairman and | have been sitting all 
morning every morning on another committee tn closed hearing, so to 
take time to read all these manuals. [| asked him the other day were 
we required to read all the manuals of all the committees, if we were 
we might as well give up our job on the floor, committee, and every- 
thing else. I understand you to say you had not been able to go 
through this manual dealing with the other problems prior to your 
withdrawing this manual. 

The question 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t 

Mr. Becker. If I may just proceed and then vou will get the full 
import of the question, the part in here dealing with civil defense state- 
ments made, the part dealing with Government leaders failing in the 
responsibility to establish an adequate shelter program, and that part 
dealing with concentrating on manned bombers rather than develop- 
ment of ICBM’s, vou apparently hadn’t gotten to that part of the 
manual when you took it out of circulation 

Secretary SHarp. Actually, | hadn’t gotten to any part of it when 
it was taken out of circulation, because it was taken out of circulation 
5 days before [ even knew it existed. But | approved it being taken 
out of circulation without having found those particular passages to 
which you refer which would have reinforced my opinion that it was a 
proper thing to do to take it out of circulation. 

Mr. Becker. I want to make one comment here. This 205-5, | 
am going to try, if 1 possibly can, to purchase a great quantity of these, 
because I had many people write me about individuals, what they can 
do about communism, and this was a great source of information to me 
and I am going to try to purchase as many as I can out of my own 
pocket and send these through my district, because people would like 
to have this information that is documented in here. 

I think it is one of the finest sources of information I have ever read. 

Mr. O’Konskr. And this manual that was withdrawn, is there any 
possible chance of me purchasing those copies and getting them out to 
the people? [Laughter.] 
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Secretary SHarp. | wouldn’t think we would be at liberty 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Or are they considered taboo? I mean that, be- 
cause public sentiment is back of you 20 to 1 on this thing, and they 
would like to know what is in that manual. I am very serious; | am 
very serious in knowing whether | can get those manuals and get them 
to these people so they will know exactly what was in it. 

Secretary Suarp. | would think if it was issued as an Aur Force 
manual it would be difficult for us to withdraw and then put it in cir- 
culation again. 

Mr. O’Konskt. Is there anything preventing me from getting this 
one which I have in my hand reprinted? 

Mr. Statinsuek. If the Chair please, there are two manuals, Mr, 
O’Konski. Which of the manuals 

Mr. O’Konskt. This manual here that has all the truth about Com- 
munism infiltration of our churches as established by the Department 
of Justice, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Committee 
on Un-American Activities. It hasn’t been disproved one iota, one 
single sentence, paragraph or word, so far. It simply says that we 
withdrew it because of impropriety, which means that the only way 
you are going to write an Air Force manual satisfactory to Members 
of Congress and some of the people in America is to simply put in one 
sentence dealing with Communist subversion, and that is: Propriety 
prevents us from telling the truth about the threat of Communist 
infiltration. 

Mr. Price. I would like to state that the matter of the truth or 
veracity or falsehood of the statement is not within the jurisdiction 
of this committee. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. It has been established by three Government 
agencies already. 

Mr. Price. I couldn’t agree with the gentleman. I don’t know if 
any Government agency has established the points that have been 
taken in controversy here. But that is not within the jurisdiction of 
this committee. I think it should be referred to another committee. 

Mr. Becker. I want to get back on the track here. I was referring 
io the manual 205-5; has that been withdrawn? 

Secretary SHARP. No, sir, it has not. 

Mr. Becker. That is the one I was referring to that | would like 
to get copies of, because I think that has an excellent exposition, docu- 
mentation, here, and the way it is presented to a family, to the ordinary 
citizen. Ihave read J. Edgar Hoover’s “Masters of Deceit” and many 
others on this subject, but this [ think is written in terms that the 
average citizen can well understand and realize the threat confronting 
him. 

Now, there are a couple of other things. 

Then, as we take it now, insofar as going further into this manual, 
Mr. Secretary, the questions of the-—that are in this manual on the 
45-0050 have not been determined or made an issue by the Air Force, 
Secretary of the Air Force? 

In other words, the question of the truth of these—and I am dealing 
with the matter of civil defense now— it states in here on 20-11: 

The military role in civil defense— 
going into the second paragraph 


In 1952, Project Kast River, a Government-spons pred study of civil defense, 
found that one of the chief obstacles to the public acceptance of civil defense ‘‘* * * 
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is the reticence of military forces to aceredit civil defense as a partner along with 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force on the national security team.’’ The chief 
motivations for this attitude were ascribed to two fears of the military: Their 
annual appeals to Congress for huge sums of money would be less effective if they 
emphasized the importance and need of civil defense; and such emphasis would 
constitute an admission of weakness or incompetence in carrying out the defense 
mission, 

Would that be a reflection of the attitude of the Air Force in respect 
to civil defense? 

Secretary SuHarp. I certainly don’t think so 

| have never been conscious of any such attitude in the Air Force. 
| would think that the Air Force, as any other part of the Department 

Defense, would feel that anything which is good for the United 
States is the thing to do. 

Mr. Becker. To me, there seems to be a couple of other things in 
here which seem to be objectionable, because here it does cast a 
reflection on the Air Force itself and the military leaders in that they 
are opposing civil defense because it might interfere with their securing 
of necessary appropriations from Congress to meet their needs, 
military needs. 

It is a wonder to me that the kind of—this comes up in my own 
district, Mitchel Field, Continental Air Command. General Chappell 
and Bill Hall are good friends of mine. I don’t happen to know this 
particular colonel, but it seems this crept in here somewhere, and 
several other opinions of a similar nature having to do with the Schiller 
program, 

I make this statement because we wrote the military laws in the 
State of New York many years ago as well as the civil defense law, and 
therein we came to a very serious conclusion that civil defense was 
vital and necessary and we set up a plan of action; I think it is the 
best in the country. 

But, secondly, on top of that, we realized, realized both by the 
military and civilian authorities, that in the event of attack, one of the 
first things that would happen would be—and any disaster—martial 
law would be set up. And then our National Guard and other military 
forces would step into the picture. So therefore you would have a 
very direct connection with civil defense, would you not? 

Secretary SHarp. I think we would. I think the Air Foree would 
contribute all that it could to that element of civil defense that you 
are mentioning. 

Mr. Becker. Here again, Mr. Chairman, we get into these manuals 
through the opinionating here of a matter of this kind that reflects 
against the very forces for which they are writing, the Air Force, itself. 

Secretary SHarp. Therefore 

Mr. Brecker. I am wondering how something like this gets by. 

General Wuirr. That is what we are going to try to find out. 

Mr. Becker. General, knowing you so well, and having testified 
here so many times, as you have, it would seem to me that somewhere 
in the structure that Mr. Kowalski mentioned that something like 
this would be very very important to screen. 

General Wuire. [I couldn’t agree more, sir. It should have been 
screened. 

Mr. Kowauskr. Will the gentlemen yield for one question? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Kowauskr. Mr. Secretary, you will recall the Chief of Staff 
said he thought the structure might be bad. 
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Do you plan on trying to revise, reorganize the Air Force? 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t think we necessarily have to change the 
structure. I think we have to put the responsibility clearly where it 
belongs in the Air Force and change the procedures to see that the 
responsibility is carried out. 

Mr. Kowatsxkr. You don’t think there is any need for reorganiza- 
tion? 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t think the structure—I think the structure 
of the Air Force is perfectly sound, but it wasn’t working very well, 

Mr. Kowatski. You and the C thief of Staff appear to differ on this 
score? You said its structure is sound, and the Chief of Staff said he 
thought it probably caused this kind of thing, as I understood you, 
General. 

General Wuire. I think you did misunderstand me. 

I think the structure is sound. I think it just didn’t work properly, 

Mr. Kowausk1. The structure is Oh. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. The attention of the Air Force in this manual all 
came to light over one issue, and that is the fact that this manual 
contained an attack on the National Council of Churches. 

Now, some of us, Mr. O’Konski here, is very frank in his expression, 
what he said. The thing that bothers me so much is that whether or 
not the printing of this manual or the statements contained in it, in 
this respect, as a matter of propriety, the one thing that always seems 
to happen is that everybody runs to cover when the Communist 
conspiracy is pointed up, but when, here, this manual, when this 
manual is used for the Army, the Navy and the Coast Guard and the 
Marine Corps, which depic is communism at its very best, in relation 
to our capitalistic system, no voice is raised against it. Nothing i is 
said. 

I think the Air Force, in dealing with the matter of propriety here, 
when they clean up and they do ¢ Jean up this manual, it is my opinion, 
I sincerely hope, being a member of a very large church group in this 
country—and the cardinal of my church deplored this particular 
naming of the National Council of Churches—lI hope that when the 
manual is done over, that it will deal just as effectively with the Com- 
munist conspiracy and let the youth who are going into our armed 
services, as Mr. O’Konski has said, be more tr: ained and more aware 
of this influence so that if anything happens again as it did happen in 
Korea, we will not have so many young men ‘brainwashed and going 
over to theotherside. Ithinkthat. Iamsure that is Mr. O’Konski’s 
fear. It is mine. And I have worked on it for over 30 years, Mr. 
Secretary. Thirty-five years ago I worked into the groups of city 
hall in New York of my own time, when they moved up to 14th 
Street and Columbus Circle; I have watched them operate and tried 
to do something about it, not making speeches, but I have always 
noticed when you raise your voice and your hand to get at this Com- 
munist conspiracy, the forces move out to destroy you very quickly, 


and they are very effective. But I hope it doesn’t destroy the effec- 


tiveness of the training of these young men that are so vitally necessary. 
They are not getting it in the schools, and I think that you have and 
must of necessity, for security, do something in the military service. 
Secretary SHarp. I would certainly hope that we continue our 
efforts along that line. 
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I feel very strongly that we have the duty to alert our people to this 
Communist conspiracy that you are talking about, and I think if we 
did not do it and do it effectively, that we would be derelict in our 
duty. 

Mr. Becker. One other thing I should say: 

[ think in dealing with the National Council of Churches, as they 
did in here, if it was felt they had to name it, I think they could have 
dealt with it a whole lot more kindly as we do in many other instances 
with professors and others, that these organizations of churches—you 
could name my own church if they want—can be very easily infiltrated, 
and in some instances they are. 

But the lack of propriety that you mentioned and the reasons for 
withdrawing this at the time or the fact that it was withdrawn even 
before you did—I think that is what you said—I think it is in good 

tead. 

Mr. Price. Will you yield to M. O’Konski for one question? 

Mr. Strarron. Yes. 

Mr. O’Konskt. These manuals I quoted from were given to me by 
a high-ranking officer as something that ought to be investigated 
instead of this manual. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to find out whether or not these 
manuals are still in use. Would you set the wheels in motion to find 
out if they still are in use? 

Mr. Price. The staff will check on it. 

Mr. O’Kownsk1. So we get the facts on them. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wampter. Thank you. 

I would like to go to the foreword, Mr. Secretary, of the Training 
Manual 45-0050. 

In No. 1, it mentions the fact that this is a student text, that the 
student apparently follows in a regwar classroom procedure, is that 
true? 

General Hopwoop. That is correct. 

Mr. Wamp.ter. And that constitutes how long a course for the 
individual? 

General Hopwoop. The ready reservist re receives this tyre of 
instruction goes to 24 drill periods each ye: This manual would 
take him through a portion of the 24 drill pe lettin 

Mr. Wampter. During the course, General, of that training period, 
he no doubt is given examinations on this manual, is he not? 

General Hopwoop. That is correct. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Do you have a copy of the examination that is 
given on this particular manual? 

General Horwoop. I do not have one with me. I can furnish one. 

Mr. Wampter. I think it would be most revealing if we had the 
examination that you give on this manual and the answers expected 
from the Air Force in order to count them correct. I think it would 
bring out the fact that you have some questions that would be regard- 
ing the infiltration of communism in the clergy, that would be very 
pertinent to the thing that we are trving to get to the bottom of here. 
I think if we could be furnished, Mr. Chairman, with that material, 
it would be advantageous for this particular subject. 

Then in No. 2, I wanted to—No. 3, rather, if I may, it invites 
information for the development and the improvement of this par- 
ticular manual from the students themselves. 
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Have you ever received any information that would be critical, 
constructively or destructively, from the students regarding state- 
ments that were in this particular text? 

I think if we could trace that, we could find that mavbe the students 
themselves that are taking offense to some of the curriculums that has 
been 

General Horpwoop. I don’t believe we would get a very worthwhile 
comeback fro:n this, Mr. Congressman, because this manual was 
authenticated on January 4, 1960, and was just in the process of issue 
when we discovered the inappropriate passages and withdrew it. 
There were some 3,300 that had been distributed, but, by and large, 
the students hadn’t vet begun the study of this manual. 

Mr. Wamp er. I see. 

General Hopwoop. So I think if we found any people that had gone 
through it, they would be very small in number. 

Mr. Wampter. | think no doubt 

General Hopwoop. And probably only a small group of instructors 
that we are checking out. 

Mr. Wamp.ter. Possibly over a period of time it could be developed. 

Now, there is one other thing I wanted to ask: 

The reference here to a Kenneth McIntyre, who apparently was 
supposed to be the specialist on communism to whom they refer in 
writing this particular manual when it was edited, and in the qualifi- 
cations listed here, according to our counsel, it savs Mr. MeIntvre is 
a former FBI agent who now works in the personnel division of capital 
Airlines, and he identifies himself as an expert on Communist 
subversion. 

I wonder—he identifies himself as an expert in this particular field. 
I wonder what qualifications he particularly possesses from the evalu- 
ation of the Air Force that would place him as an expert in the field of 
communism? 

General BurNuam. Mr. Congressman, if I could address myself to 
your question? 

Mr. MelIntyre is a person whom I don’t know personally. He, 
however, was employed in the Air Force in the Office of Special Investi- 
gations back at the time that Air Force Manual 205-5 was being 
written and reviewed. At that time, in the OSI, he was considered 
an expert on communism and was used by them. The Manual 205-5 
was given to him for a complete review as to accuracy and content. 
He has left Government service and is, as you mentioned, with Capital 
Airlines at this time. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Could we, for the record, be furnished the qualifica- 
tions of this particular individual as far as his aptitude? 

General BurNHAM. Yes, sir; we will furnish that for the record. 

Mr. Wampcer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr. 
Secretary. 

(The information requested, has been provided by the Department 
of the Air Force and is available in committee files.) 

Mr. Price. I would like to say, with the permission of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin, we have run a quick check on the manual to 
which he referred, and which he read from a moment ago, and they 
were published in March of 1944. 

There was considerable objection to them by the military and | 
understand in Congress, and they were withdrawn from circulation in 
September of 1946. 
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Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at the outset 
that I want to associate myself with the comments of my colleague 
from New York, Mr. Becker, with regard to the necessity for the 
alerting of the young men and women of the country of the Communist 
menace and to join in expressing my congratulations to the Air Force 
for the job that they are doing and attempting to do in this field. 

With that as a preliminary, Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you 
a question in your capacity as the head of the Air Force, and I would 
like your answer to be, insofar as possible, the statement of the 
official policy and position of the Air Force. 

Do vou agree, Mr. Secretary, that the Protestant clergy of the 
country and that the members of the Protestant churches in the 
country are overwhelmingly loyal American citizens? 

Secretary SHarp. There is no question about that, there is no 
question that that is the position of the Air Force. 

Mr. Srrarron. That is the official position of the Air Force? 

Secretary SHArp. That is the official position of the Air Force. 

Mr. Srrarron. I think this is the first time that that has ever been 
stated; is 1t not? 

Secretary SHarp. I am not sure it is the first time it has been 
stated. I have stated in, I think, press releases that we have great 
faith in the churches, we consider them a bulwark against communism 
which would imply just what you say, that they are one of our principal 
bulwarks against communism, and I think there is no question about 
Air Force people believing that the most Air Force people anyway, 
certainly the ones in authority, believe that fact because I have 
discussed it with them personally. 

Mr. Strarron. And the overwhelming majority both of the clergy 
and of the parishioners and loyal Americans. 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. And I think it might be a good thing 
to quote the last paragraph on page 54 of the Air Force Manual 205-5 
which was issued in 1955. 

Mr. Srratron. That is right. 

Secretary SHArpP. That section of the manual deals with communism 
in American churches and it makes certain statements to the effect 
that Communists attempt to infiltrate the churches, but then in its 
last paragraph it says, “Again, to stop Communists, we must be careful 
not to attack the majority of faithful ministers and churchgoers.” It 
makes that point very clear. Now | would say a great majority, per- 
sonally, [ would Say great majority, but it does indicate that even 
when this was written that the Air Force policy was that the majority, 
the great majority of the individuals involved in church organizations 
were loval Americans. 

Mr. Sprrarron. And that, Mr. Secretary, was in italics, was it not, 
to emphasize, | would assume, the great importance and stress which 
the Air Force wanted to give to that particular statement? 

Secretary SHArp. Yes, sir. And it is the only italic print 

Mr. Srrarron. The only thing in italics in the whole section? 

Secretary SHarp. In the whole section; indicating the importance. 

Mr. Srrarron. Is it not strange that that particular statement, to 
which the Air Force attached so great importance that out of the whole 
discussion it alone was placed in italics, does not appear anywhere in 
the Reserve manual? 

secretary SHarp. | think that is strange; yes, sIr. 
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Mr. Stratron. Mr. Secretary, reference has been made previously 
that a great American the other day was quoted in the press on March 
9 as saying that he had met many chaplains of the Protestant church 
and had come to admire their dedicated loyalty to our country and its 
principles, and then went on to say he would 
deeply deplore it if any unfair deductions from general accusations were inter- 
preted to reflect in any way on their loyalty to our country or on the loyalty 
of the general body of ministers whom they represent. 

Would you support that statement completely, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary SHarp. I would support that statement. I would think 
it would be a terrible thing if we had, by making any statements in 
any Air Force manuals, created the impression certainly that our own 
Chaplain Corps is not completely loyal to the United States. 

Mr. Stratton. Well now, the statement, and of course I am referring 
Mr. Chairman, to a statement by Cardinal Spellman—the statement 
went on to say “or the general body of ministers whom they repre- 
sent,” which is not only the Chaplain Corps but the Protestant clergy 
at large. You would agree with that, too; would you not? 

Secretary SHarp. I would agree that we would certainly in the Air 
Force deplore anything that might indicate that we felt that the Corps 
of Ministers as a whole in the United States were not essentially 
loyal to the United States. I might add that there possibly could be 
some occasional infiltration as there could be into the military serv- 
ices or into any other organization. I personally have no knowledge 
of it, but I would say that the Air Force would deplore any indication 
in anything that they had published that such a situation had been 
reached—that any infiltration which might possible have happened 
would reach such a degree that it would affect the character of the 
ministers in the Protestant Church or the Catholic Church or any 
other denomination of religion. 

Mr. Srratron. Mr. Secretary, I think this is a very helpful state- 
ment, because while the members of this committee are concerned 
with the procedure by which these manuals were approved, or in which 
they were reviewed or in some cases there was a failure to review 
them, I think the thing that has stirred the American people generally 
has been any implication that it was the position of the Air Force 
that the Protestant clergy or the Protestant Church represented one 
of the primary threats in the Communist apparatus and I am glad 
to get on the record from the Secretary the very strong statement 
that this is not the case and that he subscribes to the position of 
Cardinal Spellman on this subject. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, I would like to switch in the same vein to 
another subject which has come in for some attention and to try to 
get from you a positive statement rather than to deal in some of the 
negatives that we have had previously. 

Again addressing the question to you as head of the Air Force and 
with an attempt to get the official Air Force position—What is the 
Air Force position on the right of the American people to know what 
is going on in the military defense program? 

Secretary SHarp. I would say that the official Air Force position, in 
essence, is that we feel it important for the American people to know 
everything that is going on except in those areas where security is 
involved; and, as I explained earlier, I mean, by security, information 





whi 
anc 
‘ 


not 


pos 
the 


ins 


anc 
fins 
\ 


be 
mia 
alo 
an 
tov 
is t 


inf 
1S 2 
nat 


we 
are 
the 








usly 
arch 
urch 
d its 


inter- 
yalty 


hink 
ts in 
Own 


Ting 
nent 
‘pre- 
ercy 


. Air 
Orps 
ally 
d be 
erv- 
dee 
tion 
een 
YE | 

the 
any 


ate- 
‘ned 
hich 
riew 
ally 
orce 
one 
rlad 
lent 
1 of 


1 to 
y to 
the 


and 
the 
hat 


1, in 
10W 
y is 
tion 





5853 


which if divulged might work to the advantage of a potential enemy 
and the disadvantage of the defense of the American people. 

Mr. Srratron. Is there contained in one of these manuals—I have 
not looked them over in detail—any such forthright statement of 
position as you are able to point to with regard to the other, or is 
there any statement available that you know of? 

Secretary SHARP. We of course have the regulation which Mr. Slat- 
inshek just read from which indicates that. 

Furthermore, there is something about the freedom of the press 
and the freedom of speech in this Manual 205-5. I cannot put my 
finger on it right now. 

Mr. Strarron. If there is one, I think it might be helpful if it could 
be included in the record to support the statement that you bave 
made. It is true, is it not, Mr. Secretary, that the Air Force, not 
alone of the services, actually devotes a fair amount of time, of money, 
and of the effort of its uniformed as well as its civilian personnel 
toward trying to inform the American people about what is going on; 
is that not true? 

Secretary SHarp. That is true. We have a very large public 
information office which spends its time trying to see that the public 
is accurately informed of everything that, as | sav, was not of a security 
nature. 

Mr. Srrarron. But the only problem is that, as you pointed out, 
we have got to be careful that in informing the American people we 
are not also informing a potential enemy of certain information which 
then could be used to our detriment? 

(Secretary Sharp nods. ) 

Mr. Srrarron. Now, carrying that a step further, Mr. Secretary, 
there was a suggestion, for example, in one of these manuals, I think, 
that if remarks were heard, critical of the American defense effort, or 
of the Air Force or something of that kind, that this matter should be 
reported to the appropriate authorities. Would you agree that in 
order for the American people to be informed and to understand the 
job that the Air Force is doing, it would be necessary for them to 
discuss it, both pro and con, and that therefore there would have to 
be some, necessarily perhaps at times, some critical comments, as well 
as some approving comments? 

Secretary SHarp. I would certainly think there should be critical 
comments. In many cases critical comments are very helpful to the 
Air Force because they point up areas where there are weaknesses. 
It is a very large organization. If we do not get some criticism from 
the outside once in a while, we do not know where our weak points are. 

Certainly, I think that what is being pointed out here is a possibility 
that there could be suversive activities which would operate in that 
manner that would try to break down the faith in our military organi- 
zations, and if such an activity were noticed I think it probably should 
be called to the higher authorities or to some authority. 

Mr. Srrarron. I think there has been an implication at least 
that perhaps the Air Force—and this may be unfair—was sensitive 
to criticism and that perhaps these passages were drawn up with a 
point of view that had that in mind. I think it is very helpful that 
this should be corrected. I am sure it is not the Air Force’s position, 
but I think that it is subject to some misinterpretation. 











5854 


Mr. Chairman, may I direct myself to one further line of inquiry, 
That is, when we deal with this threat of communism, Mr. Secret: uy, 
what part of the general staff of the Air Force is concerned with this 
particular subject ? 

Secretary SHarp. You mean of subversive activities? I should 
think it would be the Provost Marshal. 

General BurNuaAm. The Inspector General, and under bim, the 
Provost Marshal. 

Secretary SHarp. We are all concerned with it, of course. 

Mr. Srratron. The Inspector General, was that the answer? 

General Wuire. Our organization is slightly different from, I think, 
the other two services. 

Their counterespionage, their 

General BurNHAM. Counterintelligence. 

General Wuirr. Counterintelligence is in their intelligence. 

Mr. Srratrron. It is not a part of G—2 in the Air Force? 

General Wurre. No, sir, it is under the Inspector General, specifi- 
cally the Provost Marshal. 

Mr. Srrarron. Where does the Office of Special Investigations fit, 
under the Inspector General? 

General Wuire. He is under the Inspector General. 

Mr. Srrarron. Now, with regard to the subject of the Communist 
threat and the extent of the Communist threat insofar as the Air 
Force sees it, who would be the expert in the Air Force Command 
structure who would have the latest word as far as the Air Force is 
concerned on these counterintelligence matters? 

General Wuirr. Below my level | would call on the Inspector 
General who undoubtedly would defer in some instances to General 
Burnham on the subject. 

Mr. Srrarron. Now, my question is to what extent was the In- 
spector General called in with regard to the preparation of these 
manuals, and with regard to the discussion of this threat which all of 
us regard as a very serious threat and which certainly must be count- 
ered and to which the people of America must be alerted. 

General Burnuam. If we can separate the two manuals, sir, the 
Training Command Manual, which is the one written in January of 
this vear, the Inspector General had no part in that particular manual 
whatsoever. The Air Force Manual 205-5 which was published in 
May of 1955, the Office of the Provost Marshal was the preparing 
agency alluded to by the Secretary when he indicated that there were 
three agencies involved. The Office of the Provost Marshal gave the 
technical drafting detailed work to the manual, it was monitored in 
the Air Staff by the Director of Training, General Hopwood’s prede- 
cessor. It was prepared for publication and editorial correction and 
work was made by the Air Training Command. Those were the three 
agencies that the Secretary mentioned. 

Mr. Srratron. I am just wondering whether—presumably the 
answer to this question would be in the affirmative, at least as far as 
205-5 is concerned. J am wondering to what extent the Inspector 
General concurs in the treatment of the Communist conspiracy that 
is contained in the manual insofar as it directs attention to certain 
areas of activity. Obviously the Communist threat exists over a 
wide area. Presumably there are some areas where the threat is 
greater than others. This manual has focused attention on certain 
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areas of Government, certain areas of American life, and it is this 
question which has caused the most hubbub. I am wondering to 
what extent the Inspector General would agree that the areas to which 
attention has been directed in this manual do, in fact, represent those 
areas Which constitute the most serious part of our threat. 

In other words, where does the degree of infiltration in education, 
where does the degree of infiltration in the clergy stand in the total 
list of those areas which represent the most serious part of the threat? 

General BurNHAM. The answer to that, sir, if | might, at the time 
that 205-5 was brought into focus by the training manual previously 
mentioned, I took up with the Inspector General the entire content 
of 205-5. If 1 might, the attitude of the Inspector General is this: 
We have only rescinded that one paragraph and two sentences which 
deal with the American right to know. 

Mr. Kowatskr. Would the gentleman vield? 

Mr. Srrarron. If I may wind up. So that with respect to the 
remainder of the manual, this ts referring to 205-5, the Inspector 
General is in accord? 

Secretary SHarp. | would say 

General BuRNHAM. Excuse me, sir. 

Secretary Suarp. Go ahead. 

General BurNuAM. The Inspector General is slightly out of accord 
from the standpoint of currency. This is a manual which was written 
in 1955. Any revision to it would be a matter of updating and making 
it current. 

Mr. Strarron. Thank vou. 

General BuRNHAM. Does that answer your question, sir? 

Mr. Srrarron. Yes. 

Secretary Suarp. | would like to emphasize that fact that this 
manual actually you might say is in the process of being withdrawn. 
I mean there will be a new manual which I understand will carry the 
number 205-4—it seems like the numbering is backward—which will 
come out shortly and will supersede this manual. They have a new 
technique now. 

So that we could say this manual is actually in the process of being 
withdrawn at the moment because we consider it obsolete and it was 
considered obsolete last May, 8 months ago. 

Mr. Srratrron. This refers to the-situation as it existed in 1955 
and not as it exists today, in other words. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Suatinsuek. I would like to clarify that a little bit. Actually 
what had occurred about a vear ago, the inventory on 205-5 as I 
understand it was exhausted routinely; therefore a request was made 
to replenish that inventory, but before that was done a decision was 
made to review the content of the manual and decide whether to 
reissue it as an individual manual or incorporate it in another manual 
and that decision of course has not as vet been made. Is that not a 
true statement of the situation? 

Secretary Suarp. I think that is essentially true. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes. 

Mr. Srrarron. Thank you. 

Mr. Pricr. Mr. Cohelan? 

Mr. Conevan. Mr. Chairman, I want to associate myself with the 
remarks made by Mr. Stratton in connection with the Air Force and 
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its willingness to admit error, or obvious mistakes that have been 
made. I personally have found this to be true in my experience with 
the Air Force. [I am very proud that this service can stand up and 
take a good look at what has been an obvious boo-boo and admit it 
and do something about it. 

However, I am concerned, as we all are, with some of the weak- 
nesses that have manifested themselves and I would hope that you 
are going to take an awful good look at how you reorganize this thing 
so it will not happen again. I think my own feeling would be that 
you have to test the tester a little more frequently. I do not know 
what your standards of competency are, but I would hope that they 
would be very high. 

Now, I had the great privilege this year in connection with my 
inspection of the Air Defense Command on the west coast to visit 
the Academy and I just question whether our boys who are being 
trained in this educational institution would accept certain standards 
that apparently have been applied to validate certain material that 
you have developed in this. In other words, I think this questioning 
of testing your tester is awfully important, and in any of the graduate 
work being done by any of your officers, it seems to me when they 
write a paper, when they document that paper, documentation calls 
for wide variety of source material which would include material of 
varying qualities which may or may not validate the allegations made, 
but at least you can check them. 

This leads me to a question, Mr. Secretary, in connection with your 
original statement, which troubles me a little bit. You said, “‘I stated 
then that I did not know whether certain specific charges made in this 
manual had been proven.”” Now, I am kind of dangling on that kind 
of a statement. Does that mean that you do not know whether this 
is true or it is not true or you have doubts about it? And are these 
doubts so strong that you feel that it should be withdrawn or rewritten 
on those grounds? Or what does it mean? 

Secretary SHarp. This means, Mr. Congressman, that at the time 
I was in a hearing with another committee, I was asked questions 
about whether I agreed in principle with what was in the 205-5, in 
essence, in what they had written in 205-5. I said that I had read 
the manual, 205-5, and was generally in accord with the idea that we 
must warn our people that there was a threat of communism and that 
one of the targets which certainly they would attempt to infiltrate 
would be the church, because of the fact that it was such a great bul- 
wark against communism, and that certain of the details, allegations 
concerning certain individuals, I personally didn’t know whether this 
was correct or not, which were quoted—— 

Mr. Cone an. In other words, if you had to testify of your own 
personal knowledge that there were or were not X, Y, or Z number of 
Communists in the clergy, you couldn’t do it? 

Secretary SHarpP. I couldn’t do it. 

Mr. Conetan. You don’t even know whether there are any Com- 
munists there, as a matter of fact? 

Secretary SHarp. I have no way of knowing this. 

Mr. Conetan. Then when you say a great majority are not, as 
you have, as has been developed so admirably by Mr. Stratton, we 
could even probably go farther than that, the real threat is the fear 
that this institution may be misused, but we don’t really know, or 
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do we, about actual numbers of such instances or cases, or do we 
have any documentation for that? 

Secretary SHARP. | am sure somewhere within the Government 
there must be such documentation, in the files of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, for instance, and other duly constituted authorities. 
But I would say the important thing we are trying to get at is to alert 
our people that communism may show up anywhere. An isolated 
case of it may show up anywhere. It may show up in the armed 
services, it may show up in the schools, in the churches, because they 
are trying to get in, so be alert, keep your eyes open, if you see some- 
thing like this, recognize it. 

The thing that we want to be sure that we don’t imply is that any 
of these organizations, let’s say, are full of communism. I personally 
don’t believe they are. 

Mr. Conetan. Would you agree with me, Mr. Secretary, that we 
don’t want to destroy the very institutions we are trying to preserve 
by alerting our forces to a problem that we have to look at? Would 
that be something you could accept? 

Secretary SHarp. I don’t quite understand that question, sir. I 
missed the point. 

Mr. Conetan. Well, if the churches of America are a valid institu- 
tion, as I know you would agree, and as I certainly feel that they are, 
we certainly don’t want to destroy that institution with our techniques 
of trying to preserve it, which is essentially what we are doing when 
we are trying to protect our way of life, which is what I think our 
military may be all about. 

Secretary SHarp. I can certainly agree with that statement, now 
that I understand it. 

Mr. Conetan. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Now turning for a moment to the manual itself, and at the level of 
more or less pedagogical techniques, I seem to induce from the Gen- 
eral’s remarks, General White, that at the time this was in use, this 
particular material was directed to trainees for commissions or non- 
commissioned level of officers, or was it for some other group whose 
ability level was what? I am not clear on that. In other words, he 
explained that the simplification process was required because of the 
ability level of the individual group that the material was beamed to. 
Now, my question is: What level of ability was this designed to train, 
this particular manual that I refer to, Air Force Manual 205-5? 

General Burnuam. Sir, if I may, on Air Force Manual 205-5, 
we have a basic Air Force regulation which establishes installation 
security. In that regulation it calls for a security indoctrination 
program which will encompass all Air Force personnel. This manual 
was developed solely for the use of the indoctrination officers to use as 
a guide in the development of their programs, their lectures, and their 
system of putting security indoctrination across to Air Force personnel 
at all levels. 

As General White has mentioned, at the time this was published, 
a considerable number of persons coming into the Air Force were in 
what was known as category 4, which is a rather low IQ. This was 
attempted to be aimed at what the indoctrinating officer would use 
for them, in simplest terms. 

Mr. CoHe.an. I notice on page 56 there is a title here, “Some 
Books Which Might Prove Interesting,” and there is a very interesting 
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bibliography, which arranges probably in rank, if you were to use some 
literary criticism test. But I just wonder, if the material is beamed 
at this wide range, whether or not you could expect there is a reasonable 
expectation that this material will be read or will be referred to or will 
be discussed. 

Now, I am thinking of the category you just mentioned, reading, 
for example, “The God That Failed”, by Arthur Koersler, and some 
of the novels by Nacio Salome and Andre Gide and Stephen Spender, 
and so on. Now, I think that this is a very important material. | 
question whether this is the kind of material you would direct for use 
at this level of training. 

General Wurre. In the first place, this is for the instructors’ 
guidance. I would say he would use this material in direct proportion 
to his own ability to absorb it, to start with. I believe most officers 
in the Air Force could absorb it. He would then use it in his indoctrina- 
tion in line with his own estimate of the ability of the particular group 
he was working on to absorb it. In this case, since he was doing the 
security briefing at base level, it would probably have one version for 
officers, another version for perhaps senior noncommissioned officers, 
another for other none one Ma «l officers, and undoubtedly a fourth 
version for the category 4 people. 

At least that would be my concept of how it should be done 

Mr. Conexan. Actually, you would get a variable effect 

General Wutrre. With this as a basic guide for the instructor him- 
self, and a 

Mr. CoHetan. Excuse me, General. 

General Wurre. I would say a great many people wouldn’t absorb 
the books that you cited at all. 

Mr. Conevan. I am wondering what it would look like if we were to 
receive the information at the low level and then receive the infor- 
mation at the high level, and then compare any variance that might 
exist in What —if any existed. Has anybody thought about that? 

General Wurre. Certainly; I have not personally until this moment. 
But I should think that the basie principles would be the same in all 
instances. 

Mr. CoHetan. Now, I understand —did someone testify here that 
this manual is going out of circulation? 

Secretary SHarp. It is no longer in—it is no longer being printed, 
and we don’t have any stock of them, they are not being distributed 
any more. They will not be withdrawn from their present use, 
wherever they are, until something to supersede them comes out. 

Mr. Conetan. Now, when you get a round to this revision, are 
you going to undertake this revision, Mr. Secretary, on your own, and 
on the basis of your announced review of the whole thing, structurally, 
methodologically and otherwise, or are you going to accept advice 
from outside agencies? 

Secretary SHarp. I might say, after the experience I have had with 
these two manuals, I am going to read this one before it is printed up. 
[Laughter.]} 

But, also, I will personally, largely stimulated, I guess, by this ex- 
perience that I referred to, will certainly look personally into the new 
structure of review that we are planning to implement in the near 
future covering all publications. [ think it is very important that we 
get hold of this situation and see that we have a plan that is workable, 
and I personally will review that plan. 
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Mr. Wampter. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Couevan. Yes. 

Mr. WampLer. How many of these publications here do we have 
that were published, how much money does it cost for the short time 
that we had this publication out? 

General Hopwoop. Is this the Reserve manual? 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. That is right. 

General Horpwoop. We issued 6,000—we printed 6,000 of those 
manuals, 

Mr. Wamp.ter. Approximately how much money would that be? 

General Hopwoop. The cost, as nearly as I can work it out, is 
$7,900, including the time of the writer, the clerk that typed it, the 
little bit of photographic offset work for the printer, the cost of print- 
ing, the cost of mailing and handling, comes up to $7,903. 

Mr. Wamewer. After you get through selling these to Mr. O’Konski, 
you won’t be out anything. (Laughter, ] 
~ Mr. O’Konskr. You ought to pay the mana bonus. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Becker. That is 205, not that one. 

General Horwoop. I might add that it isn’t all lost in this manual. 
There are parts of it that are salvageable, and we do have a continuing 
need for this. The purpose of this manual is to keep a Reserve non- 
commissioned officer ready to perform effectively in the event of an 
emergency. 

We have made some bad errors, there is no doubt about it, but there 
is salvageable material here. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Do you have a revised program you are giving your 
reservists out in the center to supplement for this? 

General Hopwoop. I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Do you have a revised program? Do you have a 
revised program that you are giving reservists to supplement this? 

General Hopwoop. This manual is under study now. The training 
command is going into it, and we are. We are looking into two fac- 
tors: Do they really need this still? Remember they originally ex- 
pressed the requirement in 1956. Maybe we don’t have to do too 
much about it. On the other hand, this noncom must know how to 
perform effectively, if a war starts. There is a requirement for some 
kind of base security training which theoretically was to have been 
fulfilled with this, and has not been properly fulfillea. So something 
in that area must still be given to this Reserve noncom. 

Mr. Wampver. Thank you. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Mr. Secretary, I want to again warn you of what 
you folks are up against when you deal with the subject of Communist 
infiltration and subversion and tr ying to inform your people about it. 
This book, which is in two volumes, tells how much better communism 
is than our system was in existence and used by our services for 2 
years 7 months. Your book against communism and subversion was 
used for 1 month and 9 days. That is what you are up against. 

Secretary SHarp. This particular one was. Of course, our 205-5 
has been used now for 5 years—some odd, so maybe we are learning- 

Mr. O’Konsk1. I am talking about the one that raised all the fuss. 

Mr. Conevan. Let me just finish, if I may, Mr. Chairman, if I 
may. Ihave one very brief question. 

With regard to 205-5, if this thing is phased out, if you decide not 
to use it and if you adopt 205-4, do. you intend to blend some of the 
materials that are used in this document with 205-4? 
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Secretary SHarp. I think this is being studied, isn’t it, right now? 

General Hopwoop. May I make a general comment to this? 

At the time 205-5 was written I was concerned as a personnel man 
with the penetration of Air Force personnel. At that time it was our 
provost marshall who was carrying the burden almost exclusively, 
Within weeks of the time that we issued 205-5, the President in his 
Executive order established the code of conduct for American service- 
men and placed a very heavy burden on training personnel for this 
indoctrination. So subsequent to 205-5 the trainer gets into the act 
and we have a very strong obligation to support 205-5 with our in- 
doctrination training throughout “the Armed Forces to ke ‘ep them away 
from the likelihood of failure, the few we realized in Korea. 

Mr. O’Konski. Mr. Chairman, finally I would like to observe: 
I would hope that in the process of reorganizing and reevaluating your 
material that you will benefit, as I know you will, from the rather 
rigorous experiences that you are having currently and do it yourself. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Srrarron. Would the gentleman yield to me for a moment? 

General, just to make the record perfectly clear in view of Mr. 
O’Konski’s comments, the Air Force does not intend to slack up in 
any way in its fight against communism, does it, or in its desire to 
indoctrinate its members with regard to this menace, and you do not 
regard yourselves, do you, as having been slapped on the wrist for 
having issued an anti-Communist document, do you? 

General Horwoop. If I understand your question, sir, we are 
obligated—— 

Mr. Srratron. It may be a leading question. 

General Hopwoop. We are obligated by the Executive order, the 
code of conduct, to thoroughly indoctrinate our people as they go 
through a training system. We bring them into Lackland the basie 
training center, where they receive a 4-hour course on the eode itself. 
From there on out, as long as they wear their uniform, there are 
repeat programs to keep them aware of the threat of communism 
constantly. 

Mr. Stratron. You intend to keep that up, don’t you? 

General Hopwoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srrattron. And you don’t regard this inquiry as any dis- 
approval on the part of this committee of your zeal in that drive, 
do you, General? 

General Hopwoop. No, sir. 

Mr. Stratrron. Thank you. 

Mr. Becker. I might add parenthetically, that with the mail 
coming into the Secretary’s office approximately 20 to 1 m favor of 
the material, I would hope that that would not be the intent, exeept 
the lack of propriety expressed by the Secretary. 

Mr. Kowakskr. On the subject of mail, have you recetved any 
letters from the Rotary perhaps because of the comment here on 
page 61, to “‘watch your clubs’’? 

Secretary SuHarp. I don’t know of any such correspondence; no, 
sir. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Becker. I haven’t received a single letter on these manuals; 
on the washing of dogs, I did. 

Mr. Price. In view of the provision here I had the staff cheek on 
the other manual mentioned here. The chief counsel of the full 
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committee, Mr. Smart, will give us a rundown on the information 
he obtained on it, to include it in the record. 

Mr. Smart. The USAFI Manual EM-763 was withdrawn as a 
result of an article which appeared in the Chicago Tribune. There 
was no congressional investigation although several individual 
Congressmen “contacted the then War Department regarding the 
article and the manual upon which the article was based. The War 
Department notified the U.S. Armed Forces Institute in Madison, 
Wis., on September 13, 1946——— 

Mr. OKonskr. My home State. 

Mr. Smarr (continuing). To not issue any more of the manuals 
until further notice. On October 14, 1946, Maj. Glen L. MeConagha 
then director of USAFI, issued a press release. In essence they have 
said that the book in question is not a service publication but is a 
reprint of a standard college text selected by the editorial staff for the 
U.s. Armed Forces Institute. In finality, it says that action was 
taken by the joint Army-Navy Advisory Board which met in Novem- 
ber 1946 to withdraw this textbook permanently from the curriculum 
of the U.S. Armed Forces Institute. It has not been issued since 
September 13, 1946. 

Mr. Price. I would like to elaborate on the point Mr. Kowalski 
brought up a minute ago, to show you what can happen without 
proper supervision of the writing of these pamphlets, particularly if 
you go into the area of naming names, pointing out groups by name, 
putting the names into the manual. In this ease, fortunately, you 
did not use names, but if you had used names I would imagine you 
would have had quite a row about this long before this present situa- 
tion. But in your Air Force Manual 205-5, on page 61, the question 
is asked “Where can a Communist be found in everyday American 
life?” and the answer is this: “Look for him in your schools, your labor 
union, your church, your civic club. Communists themselves say 
they can be found in almost any conceivable battlefront for the human 
mind.”’” But to go beyond this, in this particular noncommissioned 
officers training manual, by pinpointing specific organizations and 
by naming names—now, in the compilation of future manuals, will 
it be the policy of the Air Force to name organizations or individuals? 

Secretary Suarp. I think this is not—it is not the best thing to do. 
I think there might be some occasions when there was an organization 
that was perhaps very widespread in its activities and was on the Un- 
American Activities list of the Attorney General, that it might be wise 
to warn these people of. But I think that this is not a thing that we 
would condone generally. 

Mr. Price. Because this is true, your last statement that there 
might be occasions when you would think so strongly about it you 
would name names, that is where the great harm has come in this 
instance. 

Secretary SHarp. Well, yes. I admit that is what happened in 
this instance. 

Now that is why I have stated in the past that when such things as 
that are done, they must be reviewed at the very highest authority. 
We can’t rely on a low-level review of as sensitive a subject as that. 
That is why in some of the statements I made as to the reasons why 
we withdrew the manual, was because anything that handles as sensi- 
tive a kind of information as this manual 4-50050 apparently had in it, 





5862 


should certainly have been reviewed at the highest levels. So we 
withdrew it to take a look at it. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Secretary, | want to thank you and General White 
and the others appearing here this afternoon and the patience with 
which you answered the questions we directed to you. I also want 
to commend the Air Force in recognition of the problem and upon 
the announced intention to strengthen its procedure in the compilation 
of manuals and review of the material in the manuals and the issu- 
ance of them in the future. 

Thank you very much. 

Secretary Suarp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Price. The committee will stand in recess subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 4:14 p.m. the committee recessed, subject to call 
of the Chair.) 
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